I have now received the letter of your private
secretary, dated 8th May, 1946, and the enclosed do-
cument to which you had referred in your earlier
letter of 8th May, 1946. It is proposed by you that
this "paper" be discussed at the next meeting of the
Conference to be held on Thursday afternoon at 3
p.m. if this is agreeable to the Muslim League dele-
gation.
Your proposal embodied in your letter of 27th
April, 1946, runs as follows:
'A Union Government dealing with the following
subjects: Foreign Affairs, Defence and Communica-
tions. There will be two groups of Provinces the one
of the predominantly Hindu provinces and the other
of the predominantly Muslim Provinces, dealing with
all other subjects which the Provinces in the respect-
ive groups desire to be dealt with in common. The
Provincial Government will deal with all other sub-
jects and will have all residuary sovereign rights/'
This matter was to be discussed at Simla and we
agreed to attend the Conference on Sunday, 5th May,
1946, on the terms of my letter, dated 28th April, 1946.
You were good enough to explain your formula
and then after hours of discussion on the 5th and Cth
of May, the Congress finally and definitely turned
down the proposed Union confined only to three sub-
jects even with power to levy contribution for financ-
ing the Union.
Next, your formula clearly .envisaged an agree-
ment precedent between the Congress and the Muslim
League with regard to the grouping of Muslim and
Hindu provinces and the formation of two federations
of the grouped provinces and it followed that there
must be two constitution-making machineries. It was
on that basis that some kind of Union was suggested
in your formula confined only to three subjects and
our approval was sought in order to put into this
skeleton blood and flesh. This proposal was also cate-
gorically turned down by the Congress and the meet-
200